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Abstract
In a previous study, Sager Creek, a small 1st-3rd
order stream in northwest Arkansas was shown to be
negatively impacted by urban land usage within the
watershed, producing a stream that exhibited several
indicators of urban stream syndrome. This included (1)
physical disturbances: increases in impervious surfaces
in the watershed, dams built across the stream, and
alteration of the natural stream flow through the
construction of retaining walls, (2) chemical
disturbances: increases in electrical conductivity (EC)
and total dissolved solids (TDS) as well as elevated PO4
levels (3) and biological disturbances: low populations
of pollution intolerant macroinvertebrate species and
high populations of pollution tolerant species. It could
be hypothesized that these negative impacts could be
mitigated by both biological and physiochemical
remediation processes downstream from the effluent of
the Siloam Springs Wastewater Treatment Plant
(SSWTP), the most heavily effected of the previous
study sites. A three-year investigation to test this
hypothesis was completed. Utilizing physiochemical
properties and biological assessments, four stream
reaches, two in the previous research site and two
downstream, were assessed for negative urban impact.
Some acquired data supported the hypothesis that
negative effects are mitigated downstream, particularly
a lowering of EC and TDS levels and an increase in
macroinvertebrate diversity. However, a larger amount
of data, including mean water temperature, total water
flow, pH, dissolved O2 and NO3 levels and mean
Family-level Biotic Indices supported the null
hypothesis that reaches above, at and, below the SSWTP
were all equivalent in investigated physiochemical
parameters and biological indicators.
Key words: stream macroinvertebrates, waste water
effluent, water pollution
Introduction
Urban Stream Syndrome (USS) (Meyer et al. 2005;
Walsh et al. 2005) is a term used to describe steam
ecosystems that have been negatively affected by
urbanization. Elevated levels of stream nutrients and
contaminants, altered channel morphology, increases in
pollution tolerant species and a corresponding decrease
in biotic richness are all indicators of USS (Paul and
Meyer 2001; Meyer et al. 2005).
In previous publications (Wakefield 2013;
Wakefield 2014) it was revealed that the upper reaches
of Sager Creek demonstrate USS as a result of altered
stream geomorphology and both point and non-point
sources of stream pollution. The introduction of
pollutants into a stream or river initiates a series of
negative effects in the downstream water. The nature of
these effects could be physical, biological and/or
chemical in nature (Bartsch 1948). Although these
previous studies confirmed these negative effects for the
upper reaches of Sager Creek, what has not been
assessed is how far downstream these negative effects
persist.
In a lotic system, with a clear point source of organic
pollution, such as untreated waste water, a series of
zones are predicted to be found downstream from the
pollution source: a septic zone, in which concentrations
of dissolved oxygen are reduced to zero by the
biological oxygen demand (BOD) of microbes breaking
down organic pollutants; a recovery zone where re-
aeration of the stream water causes increasing levels of
dissolved oxygen; and finally a clean water zone where
the effects of the point source pollution can no longer be
detected (Bartsch 1948). Depending on the amount of
untreated water, and the size of the stream, the septic and
recover zones could persist for miles downstream from
the point source.
However, modern wastewater treatment plants are
meant to serve as both the septic and recovery zones, and
treatment plant effluent is assumed to be most closely
associated with water in the clean water zone (Bartsch
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1948). But it has been shown that even for modern
wastewater treatment plants, effluent often contains
many anthropogenic chemicals including inorganic and
organic micropollutants such as artificial sweeteners,
caffeine, and pharmaceuticals such as Erythromycin,
Tramadol, and Codeine (Daughton and Ternes 1999;
Dyer and Wang 2002; Englert et al. 2013; Cardenas et
al. 2016). Thus, the assigning of wastewater effluent as
“clean water”, is overstated.
The purpose of this study was to utilize stream
macroinvertebrate populations and physiochemical
testing to determine if the water downstream from the
SSWTP is truly in a “clean water zone”, or if the waste
water effluent produced persistent negative effects on
the downstream reaches of Sager Creek. The null
hypothesis for this study was that all reaches would
show the same level of negative effects as a result of
USS (Meyer et al. 2005; Walsh et al. 2005). However,
according to Bartsch (1948), we could predict that the
water chemistry and biota of the reaches downstream
from the SSWTP effluent would show evidence of a
healthy lotic system.
Materials and Methods
Sager Creek is a 21.6 km, (USGS 2016) 1-3 order
stream (Vannote et al. 1980) located in an Ozark
Highlands Ecoregion of Northwest Arkansas (Omernick
1987). The forty km2 Sager Creek watershed includes
pastures for grazing or hay production (55%), the urban
area around the city of Siloam Springs (30.5%), and
small “islands” of forest (11%). The primary
“urbanized” areas are concentrated around the head
waters of the creek, while pasture and forested areas
dominate in the downstream reaches (AWIS 2006) The
main channel of Sager Creek flows through the city of
Siloam Springs, receives the waste water treatment
effluent downstream from the city and continues to flow
into Oklahoma where it becomes a tributary of Flint
Creek, which eventually flows into the Illinois River.
The methods used for sampling in Sager Creek were
outlined in a previous publication (Wakefield 2014). In
brief, Sager Creek was sampled from September of 2013
until June of 2015. Four riffle-dominated reaches were
sampled in the stream (Fig. 1). The first reach is found
on the campus of John Brown University (JBU) which
is upstream from the Siloam Springs Wastewater
Treatment Plant (SSWTP), but downstream from the
Siloam Springs urban area. The second reach begins
where the SSWTP effluent enters the creek (WW), and
proceeds downstream. A small bridge that crosses the
stream, approximately 2.5 kilometers downstream from
Fig 1. Map of Sager Creek indicating the location of the four
sampled reaches.
the WW reach, was the location of the third reach, and
was dubbed the downstream bridge #1 reach (DB1).
Another small bridge crosses the stream, approximately
5 kilometers downstream from the WW reach, and was
dubbed the downstream bridge #2 reach (DB2). Each
sampling reach was divided into eight sampling sites,
labeled A-H. During the three-year period, a total of 12
samples were collected from each reach, for a total of 48
separate samples (Table 1). Each sampling effort took
approximately 3 hours to complete and one sample was
collected per day. It should be noted that both the JBU
and WW reaches are in Arkansas, while DB1 and DB2
are in the state of Oklahoma.
At each sampling site, organisms were captured in a
500-m D-net. Net contents were poured through a 0.5
cm2 mesh rock screen into a bucket. Both the D-net and
the rock screen were inspected to remove all clinging
organisms. The final sample was transferred into a
collection container and preserved with 95% ethyl
alcohol. All sampling sites were sampled in this same
manner, with the exception of samples taken during May
and June of 2015. Due to limited assistance and time,
collections were made at only four of the eight sampling
sites.
In the laboratory, each collected sample was poured
into gridded counting tray and a subsample of 100
organisms was separated and identified to the family
level (Needham and Needham 1962; Voshell 2002). A
Hilsenhoff (1988) family-level biotic index (FBI) was
generated from each subsample. This index utilizes 66
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Table 1. Sampling dates for each reach sampled during
2013-2015.
JBU WW DB1 DB2
9/20/13 9/30/13 10/7/13 10/11/13
10/16/13 10/23/13 10/28/13 11/1/13
11/4/13 11/11/13 11/18/13 12/2/13
11/25/13 1/20/14 1/29/14 2/12/14
2/14/14 2/19/14 2/26/14 3/7/14
3/12/14 3/19/14 4/2/14 4/9/14
4/16/14 4/23/14 4/28/14 4/30/14
9/17/14 10/1/14 10/8/14 10/22/14
10/29/14 11/5/14 11/19/14 12/3/14
1/30/15 2/11/15 2/25/15 3/16/15
3/11/15 3/30/15 4/6/15 4/20/15
5/19/15 6/2/15 6/3/15 6/24/15
insect families, in 8 different orders, as well as 2
crustacean groups, (Isopoda and Amphipoda), to
produce the FBI. In the FBI, streams with higher levels
of organic pollution are designated with higher numeric
values on a scale of 0 to 10. However, the Hilsenhoff’s
FBI was developed utilizing insects and crustaceans
native to Wisconsin. Obviously, the arthropods in Sager
Creek could have different tolerance levels. To better
reflect these levels, organic pollution tolerance values,
from 0-10, where 10 indicates the most tolerance, were
assigned according to a database provided by the
Missouri Department of Natural Resources (Sarver
2005).
The same subsamples from each site, were also used
to develop a family-level Simpson’s Index of Diversity
(SID), (Simpson 1949). The SID is an indication of
diversity within the stream. When stream diversity is
high the probability increases that a second organism
taken from the stream will be different from the first
organism taken from the stream. The SID is calculated
on a scale of 0-1 where 0 indicates that all organisms
collected were in the same family, or there is no
diversity, and 1 that indicates an infinite diversity of
organisms.
A mean SID and mean FBI were calculated for each
reach per sample day from the 8 individual site’s SID
and FBI. The 12 individual mean SID and FBI were
recorded for each of the 4 reaches during the sampling
period. To calculate a reach-specific mean SID (Reach
Diversity) and reach-specific mean FBI (Reach Index),
all twelve of the individual reach mean SID and FBI
were utilized.
Additionally, all organisms from each of the 100
organism sub-samples, were used to produce a mean
number of individuals from each arthropod family per
reach (Family Mean). These values were useful to
compare the overall diversity of pollution tolerant versus
pollution intolerant species along the stream.
Sager Creek water flow was calculated utilizing
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) standard
procedures (USEPA 2004). Stream temperature, pH,
electrical conductivity (EC) and total dissolved solids
(TDS) data were collected using a Hanna Instruments HI
991300 Multiparameter Water Quality Meter. Tests for
concentrations of dissolved nitrate (NO3), (cadmium
reduction method 8039), phosphate (PO4), (USEPA
method 365.2), and dissolved oxygen (O2), (HRDO
method 8166), were performed on unfiltered water using
a Hach™ colorimeter (model DR/850) according to
EPA standard procedures (USEPA 2004). Each test was
performed three times and a mean value for each
parameter was calculated. Mean values for each
parameter were then pooled in the same manner as
Reach Diversity and Reach Index to produce a reach-
specific mean (Reach Mean) for each parameter.
Student t-tests (=0.05) were used to test for
significant differences between Reach Diversity, Reach
Index, Family Mean, and Reach Mean values between
each Sager Creek reach.
Results
Physiochemical Parameters.--- Of the 8
physiochemical parameters tested, only levels of
dissolved phosphate (PO4), total dissolved solids (TDS)
and electrical conductivity (EC) showed any significant
differences. The student t-test analysis indicated that the
JBU reach had lower levels of EC and TDS than all 3
downstream reaches. Student t-test analysis also
indicated that the JBU reach had lower PO4 levels than
all three downstream reaches. However, the WW reach
had a lower PO4 level than the DB2 reach, and the DB1
reach had a significantly lower PO4 level than the DB2
reach (Table 2).
Macroinvertebrate Diversity.--- The Reach
Diversity of the JBU reach was statistically equivalent
to both the DB1 and DB2 reaches. The diversity of
macroinvertebrates in the WW reach, though, was
statistically lower than all other reaches (Table 2).
As in the previous study (Wakefield 2014), all eight
of the insect orders and the 2 crustacean groups were
collected in this study. But only 31 of the potential 66
families were collected and used in creating both the
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Table 2. Physiochemical & diversity parameters tested along Sager Creek. Student t-tests p-values are significant to the
95% confidence interval. Shaded boxes and bold text indicate significant results. ppm= parts per million; S/cm=
microsiemen per centimeter. n=12 per mean value.
Parameter Reach Comparison ±SE t-test Parameter Reach Comparison ±SE t-test
Reach Mean
TDS (ppm)
JBU
152.25±6.14
WW
258.46±18.24 p=3.15E-5
Reach Mean
PO4 (ppm)
JBU
0.221±0.043
WW 0.405±0.093 p=1.16E-2
DB1
250.42±16.68 p=2.67E-5 DB1 0.457±0.048 p=2.49E-4
DB2
239.39±12.24 p=8.19E-6 DB2 0.532±0.062 p=2.05E-5
WW DB1
nd
WW DB1
nd
DB2 nd DB2 p=3.68E-2
DB1 DB2 nd DB1 DB2 p=2.68E-2
Reach Mean
EC (S/cm)
JBU
304.61±12.33
WW
517.89±36.32 p=3.00E-5
Reach
Diversity
JBU
0.762±0.026
WW 0.574±0.052 p=1.94E-4
DB1
501.69±33.52 p=2.84E-5 DB1 0.724±0.041 nd
DB2
478.86±24.42 p=8.00E-6 DB2 0.711±0.043 nd
WW DB1
nd
WW
DB1 p=2.66E-3
DB2 nd DB2 p=2.58E-2
DB1 DB2 nd DB1 DB2 nd
Reach Mean
Temp (oC) nd Reach Index nd
Reach Mean
NO3 (ppm) nd
Reach Mean
O2 (ppm) nd
Reach Mean
Water flow
(m3/s)
nd Reach MeanpH nd
Reach Diversity and Reach Index. Table 3 indicates that
three families of Ephemeroptera, one family of
Plecoptera, 3 families of Trichoptera, and one family
each of Odonata, Diptera and Coleoptera showed
significant results. All other insect families and
crustacean orders showed no significant differences.
For the Ephemeropterans, all 3 families showed
significant t-test differences. For the family Baetidae,
statistical differences were noted between the JBU reach
and the DB1 and DB2 reach. This family also showed
a significant difference between the WW reach and DB1
and DB2 reach. The family Isonychiidae showed the
same significant differences in reaches as was seen in
the family Baetidae. For the family Leptophlebiidae,
the only significant differences were seen between the
JBU reach and the DB1 and DB2 reaches.
For the Trichopterans, all three families also showed
significant t-test differences. Philopotamidae showed
differences between all reach comparisons except for
the comparison between DB1 versus DB2.
Hydropsychidae also showed significant differences in
every comparison except between JBU versus DB2.
The Helicopsychidae were only found in small numbers
at two of the reaches. This resulted in significant
differences between only the JBU reach and both the
WW and DB2 reach.
The Plecopteran family Perlidae, was also found in
limited numbers and they were all at the downstream
bridge reaches. This resulted in significant t-test
differences in all comparisons except for the JBU versus
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Table 3. List of orders and families of aquatic insects and crustacean taxa collected, identified, and counted in Sager
creek. Numbers at the end of each taxon indicates the pollution-tolerance value according to Sarver (2005). Student t-
tests p-values are significant to the 95% confidence interval. Shaded boxes and bold text indicate significant results.
n=12 per mean value.
Macroinvertebrate Family Mean ±SE t-test Macroinvertebrate Family Mean ±SE t-test
Ephemeroptera
JBU
40.92±7.85
WW
38.33±14.95 nd Trichoptera
JBU
151.75±19.8
WW 9.75±2.00 p=1.18E-5
Baetidae(4)
DB1
133.41±28.03 p=1.06E-3
Philopotamidae(3)
DB1
60.33±20.61 p=3.78E-3
DB2
122.25±23.90 p=1.06E-4 DB2 40.5±8.28 p=4.10E-5
WW
DB1 p=1.06E-5
WW
DB1 p=1.31E-2
DB2 p=1.06E-6 DB2 p=9.95E-4
DB1 DB2 nd DB1 DB2 nd
Leptophlebiidae(2)
JBU
4.75±1.97
WW 1.08±0.69 nd
Hydropsychidae(4)
JBU
89.83±12.43
WW
183.41±57.64 p=3.72E-2
DB1 0.25±0.18 p=2.07E-2 DB148.66±13.37 p=6.62E-4
DB2 1.58±1.02 p=3.48E-2 DB272.42±13.52 nd
WW
DB1 nd
WW
DB1 p=7.37E-3
DB2 nd DB2 p=2.86E-2
DB1 DB2 nd DB1 DB2 p=1.45E-2
Isonychiidae(2)
JBU
2.08±0.91
WW 1.25±0.79 nd
Helicopsychida(3)
JBU
0.66±0.31
WW 0.00 p=2.72E-2
DB1 10.67±4.41 p=4.37E-2 DB1 0.16±0.11 nd
DB2 13.25±5.36 p=2.96E-2 DB2 0.00 p=2.72E-2
WW
DB1 p=3.32E-2
WW
DB1 nd
DB2 p=2.57E-2 DB2 nd
DB1 DB2 nd DB1 DB2 nd
Caenidae(7) nd Hydroptilidae(4) nd
Heptageniidae(4) nd Limnephilidae(3) nd
Leptohyphidae(4) nd Polycentropidae(6) nd
Ephemerellidae(1) nd Plecoptera
JBU 0.00
WW 0.00 nd
Ephemeridae(4) nd
Perlidae(3)
DB1 1.83±0.44 p=7.98E-4
Odonata JBU
13.08±2.37
WW
34.92±11.63 p=2.88E-2 DB2 4.00±1.20 p=3.44E-3
Coenagrionidae(9)
DB1 16.00±5.21 nd
WW
DB1 p=7.98E-4
DB2 7.25±1.90 p=1.53E-2 DB2 p=3.44E-3
WW
DB1 p=1.12E-2 DB1 DB2 p=4.28E-2
DB2 p=1.69E-2 Capniidae(1) nd
DB1 DB2 nd Coleoptera
JBU
38.75±7.74
WW 24.92±6.02 p=2.72E-2
Calopterygidae(5) nd
Elmidae(4)
DB1
76.42±14.38 p=5.62E-3
Gomphidae(7) nd
DB2
111.33±36.49 p=3.17E-2
Libellulidae(9) nd WW
DB1 p=5.27E-4
Diptera
JBU
0.25±0.13
WW 0.00 p=4.09E-2 DB2 p=1.11E-2
Tabanidae(8.5)
DB1 0.00 p=4.09E-2 DB1 DB2 nd
DB2 0.00 p=4.09E-2 Psephenidae(4) nd
WW
DB1 nd Lepidoptera
DB2 nd Pyralidae(5) nd
DB1 DB2 nd Amphipoda(6.9) nd
Ceratopogonidae(6) nd Isopoda(8) nd
Chironomidae(6) nd
Empididae(6) nd
Simuliidae(6) nd
Tipulidae(3) nd
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WW reach.
For the Coleopterans, the family Elmidae were
found in all of the reaches sampled and significant t-test
differences were noted for all comparisons except for
the DB1 versus DB2 comparison.
The one family of Odonata, Coenagrionidae, was
also collected at all the reaches, but the JBU reach
showed significant t-test differences between both the
WW and DB2 reaches. The WW reach also showed
significant differences between both DB1 and DB2
reaches.
Although many different families of Dipterans were
collected, the only family that showed any significant
differences were the Tabanidae. This family was only
collected at the JBU reach and was thus significantly
different from all other compared reaches.
Discussion
According to Wakefield (2014), the upper reaches
of Sager Creek show a significant amount of USS from
the urban setting surrounding the stream, including
altered geomorphology, altered water chemistry and
altered biota. One of the most significantly affected
reaches is the WW reach presumably from the negative
impact of the SSWTP effluent. But, according to
Bartsch (1948), this effluent should represent water that
has already been through the septic zone and the
recovery zone while in the treatment plant. Therefore,
although the effluent may show a significant impact on
overall stream health, the persistence of the impact
should be relatively short-lived in the downstream
reaches of the stream and the overall stream health
should recover to the pre-effluent level (as represented
by the JBU reach) or could even fully recover to a “clean
water” level as it progresses downstream.
Physiochemical Parameters---The physiochemical
symptoms of USS were inconsistent among the four
Sager Creek reaches. Five of the eight parameters tested
confirmed the null hypothesis, as there were no
significant differences found between any of the reaches
(Table 2). However, both TDS and EC showed
significant statistical differences. This is not surprising
considering that a previous study had already identified
the WW reach as a point source for elevated TDS
(Wakefield 2014) and that elevated EC is directly
correlated with elevated TDS, (MacPherson 1995).
Table 2 indicates that there is a rapid increase in
concentration of TDS and EC at the WW reach and that
both slowly decline the farther downstream the water
progresses. This pattern is predictable and conforms to
expectations of effluent released pollutants (Fono et al.
2006; Paul and Meyer 2001).
The effluent from a wastewater treatment plant can
also be a significant source of dissolved PO4 (LaValle
1975). Significant levels of dissolved PO4 have already
been demonstrated to be a major component of the
SSWTP effluent (Haggard et al. 2004; Wakefield 2014).
What is curious is that the level of dissolved PO4
continues to increase as the water moves downstream
(Table 2). This could be an indication that additional
non-point sources of PO4 are being added to the stream.
This is a strong possibility as the downstream watershed
is dominated by agricultural pasture and grazing land
that could be leaching dissolved PO4 into the stream
(Sharpley and Sharpley 1994).
Biological.--- Additional “mixed” results are seen
in the biological studies performed. Although the Reach
Index showed no significant differences, Reach
Diversity showed significant statistical difference
(Table 2). In general, macroinvertebrate diversity is
negatively correlated with stream pollution levels (Pratt
et al. 1981; Hachmoller et al. 1991; Thorne et al. 2000).
The JBU Reach Diversity was significantly higher than
the WW reach but not the DB1 or DB2 reaches. The
WW reach was significantly lower than both the DB1
and DB2 reaches. However, the DB1 and DB2 were not
significantly different from each other. This pattern is
predictable, if it is assumed that the downstream reaches
are approaching pollution levels on par with the pre-
effluent effected stream water.
Of the thirty-one insect families and Crustacean
Orders collected, twenty-one showed no statistical
difference (Table 3). For those families that did show
significant differences, the t-test results of compared
reaches are still problematic. For example, the
Ephemeroptera, Plecoptera and Trichoptera (EPT)
orders are typically thought of as being the most
pollution sensitive. Thus, based on the Reach Diversity
results, it could be predicted that the families of these
three orders would show similar population levels in the
JBU reach, DB1 reach and DB2 reach if the water
quality is approaching the pre-effluent effected level.
Alternatively, if the water quality is approaching a
higher “clean water” stage then the DB1 and DB2
reaches might have even greater population levels than
either the JBU or WW reach. For some of the EPT
families these “expected” results are seen. This was true
for the families Baetidae, Isonychiidae and Perlidae.
The Coleopteran family Elmidae also reflects these
expected results. However, for the families
Leptophlebiidae, Philopotamidae and Helicopsychidae
the JBU reach showed the highest population levels.
This was also true for the Dipteran family Tabanidae.
What is not surprising is that the Odonate family
Coenagrionidae shows a significantly higher population
114
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in the WW reach. This is predictable considering that
the Coenagrionidae have one of the highest pollution
tolerance levels. What is surprising, though, is that the
Trichopteran family Hydropsychidae, with a low to
mid-range tolerance level, also reaches its significantly
highest population level in the WW reach.
These mixed results amongst the macroinvertebrate
families could be reflective of the mixed results seen in
the physiochemical characters. For example, the WW,
DB1 and DB2 reaches were demonstrated to have
significantly higher levels of TDS, EC and PO4. It is
possible that the families Leptophlebiidae,
Philopotamidae and Helicopsychidae are particularly
sensitive to one or more of these parameters, thus
reducing their numbers downstream from the JBU
reach. Whereas the families Baetidae, Isonychiidae and
Perlidae may not be particularly sensitive to any of these
parameters, and the pollutant that prevents them from
flourishing in either the JBU or WW reaches is finally
diluted away to a suitable level in the downstream
reaches. If this were true, the identity of that pollutant
has not been elucidated in this or any other previous
studies.
Conclusion
Although particular findings in the physiochemical
parameters and biological assessments indicate that the
four reaches studied along Sager Creek are significantly
different, the large number of non-significant
differences in biological and physiochemical
parameters would make it imprudent to completely
reject the null hypothesis that all Sager Creek reaches
would show the same level of negative effects as a result
of USS.
As a final note, the significant effect of the SSWTP
effluent on the downstream reaches of Sager Creek
cannot be overemphasized. As Bartsch (1948) stated,
the plant should serve as both the septic and recovery
zones before the release of effluent. During normal
operating procedures the plant seems to fulfill this role
well enough that some stream recovery is evident in the
downstream reaches as is seen in some of the
macroinvertebrate families studied.
However, shortly after data collection for this study
concluded, a major biological “upset” occurred at the
SSWTP. In late September of 2015, the Sager Creek
Foods cannery, located in the downtown area of Siloam
Springs, AR, had a power failure that resulted in a
significant release of untreated wastewater into the
SSWTP. Unprepared for this influx, the treatment
plants effluent became septic. Dissolved oxygen levels
observed downstream from the plant fell below 1 mg/L
(Smoot 2015). Warm water fish, such as Lepomis
cyanellus (green sunfish), L. macrochirus (bluegill), and
Micropterus salmoides and M. dolomieu (largemouth
and smallmouth bass), require a dissolved oxygen level
of approximately 5.5 mg/L (USEPA 1986), thus the
resulting death of over 30,000 fish downstream of the
plant. Although, the SSWTP is back to normal
operating procedures (Myers 2016) the effluent from the
plant will continue to pose a potential pollution risk for
all the downstream reaches of Sager Creek.
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